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REMARKS 

In the Office Action mailed December 12, 2005, claims 1 -12, 14-20, 27 and 28 
are rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Krishna et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,094,439, hereinafter "Krishna") in view of Shatas et al. (U.S. Patent 
6,418,494, hereinafter "Shatas") and further in view of Matsuura et al. (U.S. 
Publication No. 2004011 4638, hereinafter "Matsuura"). Claims 1 3, 21 , 24-26, and 31 - 
45 are rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Krishna in view of 
Shatas. Finally, claims 22, 23, 29 and 30 are rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Krishna in view of Shatas, and further in view of Bender et al. (EP- 
0676697, hereinafter "Bender"). 

Applicants have amended each independent claim to more clearly distinguish 
Applicants' claims over the primary reference Krishna. Applicants note that Krishna 
teaches using a physical layer interface to (i) send data packets to different physical 
layers, or (ii) divide a data packet into groups of data segments, and transmit the data 
segments to different physical layers. In contrast. Applicants claim performing, for 
each data packet of a plurality of data packets provided by a link layer, a CRC in a 
physical layer, and in particular, performing a CRC in a sublayer of a given physical 
layer separate from the physical layer interface. As will be described in more detail 
below with respect to each independent claim, Applicants' claims clearly distinguish 
over the combinations of references. 

Response to the Reiection of Claims as being 
Unpatentable over Krishna in view of Shatas and Matsuura 

In response to the rejection of claims 1-12, 14-20, 27 and 28 as being 
unpatentable over Krishna in view of Shatas and Matsuura, Applicants have amended 
the step of "assembling the data" of claim 1 to refer to assembling a plurality of data 
frames, and the step of "encapsulating the data" to refer to encapsulating the plurality 
of data frames into data packets, where each data packet includes a data frame. The 
step of "appending idle data" of claim 1 has been amended to indicate that idle data is 
appended to each data packet in the physical layer to form packet assemblies. 
Applicants have also amended independent claim 1 to indicate that the step of 
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performing a cyclic redundancy cliecl< comprises performing, for eacli data pacl<et 
assembly, a cyclic redundancy ciiecl< of the data frame in "a sublayer of the physical 
layer separate from a physical layer interface" to obtain a CRC value. Finally, 
Applicants have amended claim 1 to indicate that the step of adding a CRC value 
comprises "adding, for each packet assembly, a CRC value to the data packet in a 
sublayer of the physical layer." 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 as amended clearly distinguishes 
over the combination of references. Krishna implements a data router 50 in the 
physical layer interface (i.e. m-MII 38) to route data to multiple physical layers, as 
shown in Fig. 2 of Krishna. Krishna further discloses implementing a CRC generator 
in the physical layer interface. By performing the CRC of data frames in the physical 
layer interface, Krishna fails to disclose or suggest the steps of performing a cyclic 
redundancy check (CRC) of the data frame in a sublayer of the physical layer. Further, 
Krishna fails to disclose or suggest performing the CRC for each packet assembly 
provided from the link layer, as claimed. That is, in contrast to Applicants' claim 1 
where a CRC is performed for each packet in a given physical layer, Krishna teaches 
performing a CRC in the physical layer interface, where each packet is coupled to a 
different physical layer. Matsuura and Shatas also fails to disclose or suggest the 
subject matter not disclosed by Krishna. Matsuura is cited for disclosing the use of 
idle codes, while Shata is cited for disclosing a link layer implemented in 
programmable logic. However, neither reference discloses or suggests, among other 
steps, the step of performing a CRC in a sublayer of the physical layer, as claimed. 
Applicants have amended claims 2, 4, 9, and 10 to conform the claims to the amended 
claim 1 . Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 as amended is allowable, and 
request reconsideration of the rejection of claim 1 and dependent claims 2-12. 
Applicants will address claims 14-20, 27 and 28 in view of the amendments to 
independent claims 1 3 and 24 discussed below. 
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Response to the Rejection of Claims as 
being Unpatentable over Krishna in view of Shatas 

In response to the rejection of claims 1 3, 21 , 24-26, 31-45 as being 
unpatentable over Krishna in view of Shatas, Applicants have also amended 
Independent claims 13, 24, 31 , 37 and 43 to Indicate that the CRC generator is 
Implemented in (or performs a cyclic redundancy check In) a sublayer of the physical 
layer separate from the physical layer interfaces. Referring specifically to each of the 
independent claims, Applicants have amended independent claim 13 to indicate that 
the data node receives a plurality of data packets from the link layer, and that each 
data packet includes a data frame. Independent claim 1 3 has been also amended to 
include a CRC generator "in a sublayer of the physical layer separate from a physical 
layer interface" and coupled to the data node "to perform a CRC, for each data packet, 
on the data frame." In addition to failing to disclose a CRC generator implemented in 
a sublayer of the physical layer, Krishna also fails to disclose performing a CRC on the 
data frame in a sublayer of a given physical layer for each data packet of a plurality of 
data packets from the link layer. Applicants point out that Krishna provides each data 
frame, or a data segment of each data frame, to a different physical layer. While 
Matsuura is cited for disclosing the use of idle codes, Matsuura fails to disclose the 
CRC generator as claimed in independent claim 13. Accordingly, Applicants submit 
that claim 13 as amended also clearly distinguishes over the combination of 
references. Applicants have amended claim 15 to conform the claim to the amended 
claim 13. Applicants further submit that claims 14-20 and 27-28 are allowable over the 
combination of references for the same reasons that independent claim 1 3 is believed 
allowable. Applicants respectfully submit that claim 13 as amended is allowable, and 
request reconsideration of the rejection of claim 13, and dependent claims 14-23. 

Independent claim 24 

In response to the rejection of independent claim 24, Applicants have amended 
claim 24 to indicate that (i) the network physical layer is coupled to receive network 
data "comprising a plurality of data frames," and (ii) the physical layer comprises a 
CRC generator performing a cyclic redundancy check "on each data frame of the 
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plurality of data frames in a sublayer of the physical layer separate from a physical 
layer interface." Applicants respectfully submit that Krishna fails to disclose or suggest 
performing a cyclic redundancy check in a sublayer of the physical layer, or performing 
the CRC on each data frame of the plurality of data frames, as claimed. Applicants 
have amended claim 29 to conform the claim to the amended claim 24. Applicants 
respectfully submit that claim 24 as amended, and dependent claims 25-30, clearly 
distinguish over the combination of references for the same reasons set forth above, 
and request reconsideration of the rejection. 



In response to the rejection of independent claim 31 , Applicants have amended 
claim 31 to indicate that the physical layer has a node which is coupled to receive a 
plurality of packet assemblies, where each packet assembly includes a data frame. 
Applicants have further amended claim 31 to indicate that the CRC generator (i) is 
implemented in a sublayer of the physical layer separate from a physical layer 
interface and (ii) performs a CRC for each packet assembly. Applicants submit that 
the combination of references fails to disclose or suggest the network receiver having 
the CRC generator in a sublayer of the physical layer, or performing, for each packet 
assembly including a data frame, a CRC on at least a portion of the packet assembly. 
Applicants have amended claims 32 and 34 to conform to the amended independent 
claim 31 . Applicants respectfully submit that claim 31 is allowable, and request 
reconsideration of the rejection of claim 31 , and dependent claims 32-36. 



In response to the rejection of independent claim 37, Applicants have amended 
claim 37 to Indicate that the transmitter transmits a plurality of data frames. Applicants 
have also amended claim 37 to indicate that the physical layer is coupled to receive a 
plurality of data packets, where each data packet includes a data frame. Applicants 
have further amended claim 37 to include a CRC generator "implemented in a 
sublayer of the physical layer separate from a physical layer interface," and which 
performs a CRC for each data packet. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that 
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independent claims 37 and its dependent claim 38-42 are allowable over the 
combination of references for the same reasons set forth above, and request 
reconsideration of the rejection in view of the amendments. 



In response to the rejection of independent claim 43, Applicants have amended 
claim 43 to indicate that the data node of the receiver is coupled to receive a plurality 
of packet assemblies from the network, where each packet assembly includes a data 
frame. Applicants have further amended claim 43 to indicate that the CRC generator 
is "implemented in a sublayer of the physical layer separate from a physical layer 
interface" to perform a CRC, for each packet assembly, on at least the data frame to 
provide a calculated CRC value. Applicants respectfully submit that claim 43 as 
amended distinguishes over the combination of references for the reasons set forth 
above, and respectfully request reconsideration of claim 43 and its dependent claims 
44-45. 



Finally, in response to the rejection of claims 22, 23, 29 and 30 under 35 USC 
§1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Krishna in view of Shatas and further in view of 
Bender et al. (EP-0676697, "Bender"), Applicants submit that the claims are allowable 
over the combination of references in view of the amendments to independent claims 
1 3 and 24. Bender is cited for disclosing a CRC generator having a force-error input 
terminal. However, Bender also fails to overcome the deficiencies of Krishna by failing 
to disclose or suggest a CRC generator implemented in a sublayer of the physical 
layer separate from a physical layer interface as claimed in claims 13 and 24. 
Applicants also respectfully request reconsideration of the claims in view of the 
amendments their respective independent claims 13 and 24. 



Independent claim 43 
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CONCLUSION 

All claims should be now be in condition for allowance and a Notice of 
Allowance is respectfully requested. 

If there are any questions, the applicants' attorney can be reached at Tel: 408- 
879-6149 (Pacific Standard Time). 



Respectfully submitted. 




/ hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Postal 
Service as first class mail in an envelope addressed to: Commissioner for Patents, P.O. 
Box 1450, Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450. on March 9, 2006.. 
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